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DOCTOR PRIESTLEY, 


ReyzazxD Six, 


1 AM not at all ſurprized, that the Monthly Re- 

viewer ſhould have neglected to take any no- 
tice of your laſt performance. The great impro- 
priety of anſwering to names in a journal, which 
owes much of its credit to the veil which is thrown 
over the perſons who conduct it, muſt be obvious 
to every one of the leaſt reflection. To be at the 
call of a petulant and mortified Author, who might 
think himſelf robbed of his juſt right, only be- 


cauſe he had not been' loaded with the applauſe . 


his vanity might have flattered him with the ex- 
pectation of, would inevitably deſtroy the free- 
dom of criticiſm, and make the buſineſs of a Re- 
viewer more tedious and diſguſting than the dull- 


_ heſs of ſome writers and the ſelf-ſufficiency of 
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others have hitherto made it. Its common drud- 
gery muſt, I ſuppoſe, be ſubmitted to, like one of 
thoſe neceſſary evils, which can neither be avoided 
nor corrected. But a Reviewer would act a very 
abſurd part, if he ſhould needleſsly increaſe the 
burdens of office, without gaining any advantage 
in return. 

The name of an Author 1s of little conſequence 
to the public; and to his argument it is of no 
conſequence at all. Irs obſcurity will not leſſen 
the force of his reaſoning, in the eſtimation of a 
judicious arid unprejudiced reader: And were it 
as ſplendid as your own, it would give no weight 
to what is frivolous, and no authority to what is 
falſe. 

Names, however, have great influence with 
readers of another deſcription ; and you, who 
have written ſo copiouſly on the afſociation of ideas, 
know the uſe of the doctrine perfectly well, and 
can apply it to your own purpoſe with a dex- 
rerity which does great credit to your art and ſkill 
in manceuvring a controverſy. The great diffi- 
culty lies, in doing all this with an appearance of 
chriſtian meekneſs and ſimplicity; and in throw- 
ing the ſerpent into the back ground of the piece, 
while all the dove is brought forward in full 
relief. Ars eſt celare artem: And it is the utmoſt 
point of art to keep up this © covert and con- 
venient ſeeming; for en, in trying 00 
, much 


8 
much to look like herſelf, looks ſo much like 
ſomething elſe, that we are ready to ſuſpect that 
the ſerpent hath only been guilty of one of his 
old tricks, and hath ſtolen a foreign ſhape in 
order to play his game with more ſucceſs. 

I had conceived an idea of expoſtulating with 
you very ſeriouſly, for the freedom you have 
taken with a name, which you had no right to 

mention only on the credit of report. But the 
intention was abandoned almoſt as ſoon as it was 
formed. © Let the world, ſaid I, be deceived 
by the ſimplicity of others, it ſhall not raiſe a 
laugh out of mine; for of what uſe would ex- 
poſtulation be, with a man who is @ /aw to 
himſelf : —who, in his zeal againſt eſtabliſhed 
principles and eſtabliſhed forms, ſpares not the 
civilities of common life, and treats decorum 
with as little reſpect as he treats orthodoxy ? 


You have called on the perſon, whom you 
ſuppoſe to have been your antagoniſt in the 
Review, to defend himſelf, Defend himſelf? I 
ſee nothing that ſtands in need of defence; and 
who ever the Reviewer may be, he may reſt very 
quietly on his arms till ſomething more, ſerious 
and threatening alarms him; and were I the 
Reviewer, not even the ſound of your name, 
though like the name of Gad, it always ſeems 
to announce that *“ @ troop cometh''——yet not 
even the ſound of your name, repeated as often 
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as often as you have repeated your ſuppoſed 
Critic's, would awaken any exertion or excite 
any alarm in my breaſt. 

If the Review be ſilent, yet I will take the 
liberty of offering to you my free ſentiments on 
the ſubject of your laſt pamphlet; and will ho- 
neſtly tell you, how far I agree with your Critic, 
and how far I agree with you. 

To begin with the latter, becauſe it may be 
diſpoſed of in a few words; and then, I think, 
the way will be perfectly clear and open without 
a ſingle obſtruction, 

T am of opinion that the phraſe ax & xa] *axau 
rere is more accurately rendered by you than by 
the Reviewer. It undoubtedly means, ſome in 
one way, and others in another. Your Criticiſer 
(as you merrily call him) need not ſcruple to make 
this conceſſion, becauſe it will not in the lighteſt 
degree interfere with the general inference which 
he draws from the paſſage in diſpute. Make then 


the moſt of your victory; the triumph is ſo lender, 


you of it. 
Let us now attend to ſometh! ot merely 
verbal. profeſs myſelf to be one of who 


that it would be ungenerous to 710 to rob 


were, from the beginning, moſt thoroughly diſ- 


ſatisfied with your omiſſion of an eſſential mem- 
ber of the conteſted paſſage in Juſtin ; and I am 
now-equally diſſatisfied with the reaſons which you 

have 


Mi 


have contrived to urge, in order to apologize for 
the omiſſion. You are beſt acquainted with your 


own motives : but taking the matter according to 
its ſimple and naked appearance; there is a diſin- 


genuous deſign ſtrongly marked on the very face 


of it. I pretend to look no farther: what is 
beyond it, is the ſecret thing which belongs 
ſolely to conſcience ; and if you can acquit your- 
ſelf to that judge, it will be of little moment 
who ſuſpects or who condemns you. 

I will, however, vindicate the Reviewer in the 
charge which he brought againſt you. It was a 
charge of mutilatian; and the charge was ſup- 
ported by an appeal to fact. Now as you gravely 
inform us, that © we have have no angels either 
to write books or to review them,”* I will juſtify 
the Reviewer, by conſidering him as acting the 
part of a mere mortal Critic, who did not pretend 
to ſupernatural intelligence, and was barely guided 
by the outward and viſible fign. 

I will briefly ſtate what I conceive to be the 
true point in diſpute between. you and the Re- 
viewer, ſo far as the paſſage in Juſtin is concerned. 
It will be neceſſary to recur to your own repre- 
ſentation of it, in your letters to the learned 
Archdeacon | p. 32, 33.]. There are two paſſages 
in this writer [Juſtin], in which he ſpeaks of he- 
retics with great indignation, as not Chriſtians, 

but 
Reply to the Monthly Review.. pref. p. vii. 
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but as perſons whoſe tenets were abſurd, impious 
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and blaſphemous, with whom Chriſtians held no 
communion : but in both the paſſages, he evi- 
dently had in view the Grnoftics only, denominated 


from the name of their teachers. He particularly 


mentions the Marcionites, the Valentinians, the 
Baſilidians, and the Saturninians. He fays, 
« they blaſphemed the maker of the univerſe and the 
Cod of Abraham, Tſaac and Jacob: and that 
they denied the reſurrection, and maintained 
that after death the ſoul went immediately to 
heaven. © Do not,” ſays he, * ſuppoſe theſe 
to be Chriſtians.” Had he conſidered the Uni- 
tarians, with whom he appears to be well ac- 
quainted, as heretics, would he not have men- 
tioned or alluded to their tenets alſo in thoſe 
paſſages ?” 

To this repreſentation, the Reviewer 2380 
to the following effect: 

If Dr. Prieſtley had tranſlated the whole paſ- 
ſage which he pretended to quote, and had not 


fo far mutilated it as abſolutely to hide its true 


meaning from the eyes of an Engliſh reader, it 
might have been ſeen, that though the names of 


the Ebionites were not expreſsly mentioned, yet, 


at leaſt, that zbeir tenets were alluded to, The 
Reviewer produced the paſſage at large, and gave 
a literal tranſlation of it, When the whole was 
fairly brought forward, it Aer that by the 

God 
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Cod of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, the antient 
Father expreſsly meant our bleſſed Saviour; tho? 
no one, unacquainted with the original, could 
poſſibly have ſurmized, from Dr. Prieſtley's tranſ- 
lation, that any diſtinction of perſons was intended 
by the different farm of expreſſion; but would 
naturally have concluded, that the maker of the 
univerſe, and the God of Abrabam, Iſaac and Jacob 
was the ſame Being; eſpecially when it was con- 
ſidered, that the paſſage was produced purpoſely 
with a view to prove, that Juſtin did not con- 
fider thoſe Se as heretics, who denied the 
pre-exiſtence and divinity of Chriſt. Every com- 
mon reader (and Dr. Prieſtley hath honeſtly con- 
feſſed that he writes chiefly, for the unlearned) 
would naturally have inferred, that the perſons 
whom Juſtin brands with the appellation of blaſ- 
phemers were ſome atheiſtical or heretical ſpecu- 
latiſts, who in ſome way or other aſſerted princi- 
ples that were inconſiſtent with the acknowledged 
attributes of the ſupreme Being, and ſubverſive 
of his providential government of the world in 
general, or his divine government of the Jewiſh 
nation in particular. No common reader would 
have ſuſpected, that the errors ſo ſharply con- 
demned by the venerable Father, expreſsly mili- 
tated againſt the pre-exiſtent dignity and character 
of our bleſſed Saviour. And yet, when the paſ- 
ſage was fairly produced, it appeared, that perſons 
þ of 
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of both deſcriptions — blaſphemers of the God 
of the world, and blaſphemers of Chriſt, the God 
of Abraham, Iſaac . equally in- 


cluded in the cenſure and ranked in the ſame 
catalogue of heretics. 


This I conceive to be the preciſe point in 
diſpute between you and the Reviewer. I have 
not wilfully omitted any circumſtance that de- 
ſerved to be noticed: but in order to give the 
reader a clear idea of the difference between you 
at one view, I will contraſt in oppoſite columns 
your repreſentation of the paſſage in Juſtin, with 
the paſſage itſelf ; by which it will, I think, very 
clearly be perceived, that the difference not only 
lies between you and your Critic, but between you 
and the antient Father alſo. 


| Dr. Prieily*s Account of Ju- | Juſtin's own * of the 
lf | tin's State of the Heretics. Principles of the Heretics, 


It hath been ſufficiently | There are, indeed, many 

obſerved, witlf what reſpet]who make a profeſſion of 

Juſtin Martyr treats the an- Chriſtianity, who avow athe- 

| tient Unitarians, evidently | iſtical and blaſphemous te- 
: ſhewing, that in his time his | nets, and act according to the 
on doctrines ſtood in need of | influence of ſuch doctrines. 
an apology. There are two | Amongſt us they are deno- 
paſſages in this writer, in| minated by the names of 
which he ſpeaks of Heretics | thoſe from whom they derived 
with great indignation, as | their reſpective principles. 
not Chriſtians, but as perſons | Sonie therefore in one way, 
whoſe tenets were abſurd, | and others in another, teach 
impious and blaſphemous, | their own peculiar method 
with whom Chriſtians held | of blaſpheming the Maker 
no communion; but in both 4 all things and CnRISI, 


paſſages he evidently had a | who was to come from him as 
„ foretold 
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view. to the Gnoſtics | only, 
denominated from the name 
of their teachers. He par- 
ticularly men tions the Mar- 
cionites Valentinians, 


the 5 and the Sa- 


turninians. He ſays, they | 


blaſphemed the Mater f the 
; 454 and the God of . 
Laar ard\ Jaca: that they 


) 


 farerold in prophecy; and who 
Was'THE GOD Of ABRABAM 
AnD Isaac AND 1 
With perſons of this deſcrip- 
tion we hold no communion 
convinced that they are athe- 
iſtical, impious, unjuſt and 
licentious; and who, inſtead 
of worsHiPPING CHRISTA, 
only confeſs him by name. 
They call themſelves Chriſ- 


denied the reſurrection, and 


maintained that after death tians with juſt the ſame pro- 
the ſoul e ves, to pPriety as the heathens inſcribe 


Bog conſtrued by. human Kill; 
1 euere, p. 31. and mix in impious and im- 
bein 1c 


pure rites. Some of theſe 
l |are called Marcionites, ſome 
_ Valentinians, ſome Baſilide- 
ans, fome' Saturnilians : and 
| 7 there are alſa athers who are 
diſtin guiſbed by other names ac- 
ting to the different de- 
nominations of their reſpec- 
five leaders. 


not . 
" 01 - Jut, Dla. 5. 208. Kal. Tbyrl. 


As 5 amn gtbgel that the Reviewer acted 
perfectiy right in expoſing your reprefentation of 
this remarkable paſſage; ſo ] am diſſatisfied with 
the account you are pleased to give of your own 
conduct in this ſuſpicious affair: and no wonder, 
for your account of, it is 0 inconſiſtent and con- 
tradictory, that you do not appear to be ſatisfied 
with it yourſelf. You firſt inform us that you 
might have ſhortened the paſſage, for the ſake of 
laving yourſelf the trouble of tranſcribing a long 

© quotation 
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quotation in Greek. But lo! when your pam- 
phlet was printed off and (according to cuſtom) 
the catalogue of your works at the end, a friend of 


your's chanced to communicate to you an aſtoniſh- 


ing diſcovery which he had juſt made a dif- 


covery which would have ſoftened the tone of 


any voice but your's; but you are a privileged 


man; and though allowed to redouble your thun- 


der on the devoted. head of the Reviewer, you 


may with impunity neglect to take any ſhame to 


a for the heedleſſneſs of your on. It 
it ſeems, diſcovered by your friend, that 
the — paſſage, in Juſtin's own Greek, was 
actually printed in the margin of your book! 
« Where then—you will aſk—where was the 
mutilation. ſo loudly complained of ?”—H# here, 


Dr. Prieffley ? —Why, there, where the Reviewer 


ſaid it was—#n the TRansLaTIon, Very few 
that are accuſtomed to read your theological 
writings are qualified to read Greek; and fewer 
ſtill will give W e the trouble of compa- 
riſon. Tour attempting to avail yourſelf of a 


circumſtaace that appears to have been acci- 
dentally brought before you (and of which you 
had conceived no idea, when you made the firſt 


effort at apology), only perplexes the ſubject ſtill 


more, and throws a deeper ſhade on the brow 


of ſuſpicion. You muſt know, that all the 
fault complained of was confined to your repre- 


ſentation 
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fentarion of the paſſage to the view of the Engliſh 
reader; and this was more than infinuated, when 
it was aſked you how you could for a moment 
forget that you was addrefling yourſelf to Dr. 
Horſley ?”” In ſhort, the whole of the Reviewer's 
remonſtrance ſeems to have conveyed the following 
Idea be ſalve of your marginal Greek cannot atone 
for an eſſential defect in the tranſlation, wwbich, tho 
it might not eſcape the eye of a ledrned Critic, would 
certainly elude even the ſuſpicion of a common reader, 
As the firſt reaſon you deemed convenient to 


offer as an excuſe for this glaring defect, was by 


your on confeſſion, as well as in fact, totally 
groundleſs, and only aſſumed for the moment, 
becauſe a better did not happen to preſent itſelf, 
I ſhould be glad to fee what plea you would urge 
next. The paſſage was, it ſeems, ſhortened for 
the ſake of ſaving you ſome trouble. It was not, 
however, the trouble of tranſcribing Greek. It 
muſt then have been the trouble of writing 
Engliſh.—A moſt curious reaſon indeed !—eſpe- 


cially from a man who never yet appeared to have 


been either ſparing of his own pains or his 


Reader's patience | 
But if it was neceſſary, for the fake of brevity, 


that a paſſage of three lines ſhould be condenſed 
into two, was it fair to patch up together two 
diſtinct clauſes, ſo as to give them the appearance 
of a reference to one and the ſame object? If the 
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paſſage was at all events to be abtidged, was it 


at all events to be miſrepreſented likewiſe? Now, 


if you had joined the ſecond clauſe, with the firſt; 


as was moſt natural, we ſhould have had (I will 


not ſay the full ſenſe of the whole, but) the true 
ſenſe of it as far as it went. But you ſeemed 
anxious to keep our bleed Saviour totally out of 
ſight, and therefore ſtepped over the middle clauſe 

entirely: by this artifice you connected the firſt 
member of the ſentence ſo dexterouſly with the 


laſt, as to deſtroy all appearance of diſtinction, 
where an expreſs diſtinction was originally made, 
and was particularly intended to be noticed by the 
antient writer. In ſhort, you have not ſuffered 
the moſt diſtant hint to eſcape your pen, that 
Igſus Chriſt had the ſlighteſt connection with the 
blaſphemy of the heretics; but rafer left your 
readers to infer the contrary. } 

In your laſt publicatiqn you attempt. to evade 
both the charge and the reaſoning of, the Re- 
viewer, by ſaying that Juſtin thought an of the 
Gnoſtics, in this cenſure. on the Heretics: of his 
day. How are you certain of that? Doth not 
Juſtin expreſsly declare, that there were alſo 
other. Heretics who were diſtinguiſhed: by other 
names, beſides thoſe more popular ones which 
he had juſt mentioned? Now will you take upon 
you to affert, that the Ebionites were not included 
among the ax aw. cel n when it is 

conſidered 
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conſidered; that their tenets were as W to 
his, as the tenets of the Gnoſtics— perhaps 1 
oppoſite, in ſome of their leading and charage 
riftic dogmas. 
But Juſtin's own opinion, you tell us, is 
nothing at all to the point in diſpute. Indeed! 
Then TI do not ſee what good purpoſe the bringing 
it forward was deſigned to anſwer; though I am 
aware of the diſtinction that you are diſpoſed to 
make, between Juſtin's private opinion and the 
public faith and practice of the Church. The 
diſtinction, however, will not ſerve you; for 
Juſtin doth not deliver his own private opinion in 
this paſſage, but ſpeaks of what was generally 
acknowledged and followed by Chriſtians: and 
the cenſure which he paſſes on the Heretics in- 
cluded the Ebionites as well as the Gnoſtics :— 
it included al who, in one ſort or another, blaſ- 
phemed “ the Chriſt who was foretold as he that - 
ſhould come from God, and who was the God of 
Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob.” Thus Chriſt was 
blaſphemed in various ways by oppoſite parties; 
and particularly by the Ebionites, who poſitively 
denied either that he was the God of the Partri- 
archs, or even the repreſentative of him under the 
old Teſtament. Now, I aſk you, how Chriſt 
could be blaſphemed under the characters expreſsly 
attributed to him, but by the denial or the degra- 
en of thoſe characters? Suppoſe, for inſtance, 
a man 
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a man had told Juſtin that he did not believe d 
Jeſus was the Meſſiah foretold by the. Prophets; 
would not the venerable Father have cenſured 
him for blaſphemy? And if another had ſaid 
« 1 ,do; not believe that Chrift cad the God of 
Abrabam, | &c.” can it poſſibly be imagined that 
he would have eſcaped the fame cenſure? The 
very ſeme reaſon that leads us to ſuppoſe that 
Juſtin would have pronounced the one to have 
been the blaſphemer of, Chriſt, leads us alſo to 
conclude. that he would haye nn ſame 
title on the otber.. 

I will aſk. you one queſtion more. Did ehe | 
Ebionites marſbip Chriſt ? Tou will make no 
ſcruple of ſaying, they did not; for in your view 
the worſhip of Chriſt was one of the moſt flagrant 
corruptions of Chriſtianity, againſt which your 
pure and primitive Unitarians bore their open 
teſtimony, and like their modern followers called 
the worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt the groſſeſt idolatry, 
And yet Juſtin only confidered thoſe as nominal 
Chriſtians, who denied this honour to our bleſſed 
Saviour ; and it is perſons of this deſcription too, 
who are included in the catalogue of errors and 
Heretics, in which you aſſert, that neither the 
Ebianites nor their tenets are alluded to. ; 

If the opinion of the excellent and venerable 
Martyr had been faithfully repreſented by you, it 
would have needed very little lagacity to have 

perceived 
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gert edel its utter incongruiry with your hypo- 
theſis; It would have been ſeen, that Dr. Prieſt- 


ley, - with a temerity rarely to be paralleled, had 
appvaled 20 4 paſſage” in Juſtin,” to vouch for the 
Innotenco and Carboliciſm of à doctrine, which that 
very Father, and in the ſame paſſage too, politively 
declares to be blaſphemy againſt Chriſt, If this 
be coin, what” is it chat can juſtly merit the 
contrary epithet? | © 
Your obſervations on the Creed of Tertullian 
are, if poſſible, mort fallacious than your rea- 
fonings on the pafſag in Juſtin. Tou Mhift your 
ground ſo ſuddenly; (I commend your generalſhip) 
that it is difficult in moſt caſes, and in ſore im- 
poſſible to diſcover n ia a 
ones 
fiv dne U your Marken to Dr. Horſley you 
aſſert, that Tertullian did not conſider the 
Unitarians as excluded from the name and af- 
ſembly of Cheiſtians:“ and this“ you fay, it 
evident from what he ſays of the Apoſtles Creed; 
the ſeveral articles of which, as it ſtood in his 
time, he recites; aſſerting, that ir was the only 
roper ſtand ard of faith, and that the Church 
admitted of 4 er — opinions in other 
reſpecto. T0 „ene Q 
The Reviewer aig this polition of 
your's in its plain and obvious ſenſe; and I be- 
eve he underſtood i it in a the ſame ſenſe, in which 
it 
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it was underſtood by every other perſon, who was 
| not aware of nice and curious diſtinctions that 
| might be ſet up hereafter in caſe of extremity. 
Tertullian did not - conſider Unitarians as 
excluded from the name and aſſembly of Chriſ- 
tians.” This, Sir, was your general aſſertion; 
and you founded it on the Creed which he men- 
tions in the Introduction to his Tract de velandis 
Virginibus, in which there is no ſpecific acknow- 
ledgment of the Divinity of Chriſt. 
Here, as in the caſe of Juſtin, your argument 
at the ſheſt is, only of the ncgative kind. But the 
Reviewer, in order to confront you with poſitive 
| evidence, produced a Creed from the ſame writer, 
| called, equally with the former, THz RuLs or 
| FaiTH; in which the doctrine ſo obnoxious to 
| you. and your / elder brethren of the houſe of 
1 Ebion, is expreſsly aſſerted to be an eſſential 
f article; and the. contrary, (ſo ſtrenuouſly main- 
1 tained by, you and your predeceſſors) is declared 
| bs to he falſe and heretical. In ſhort, the Divinity 
5 and pꝓretexiſtence of Chriſt, the Wox p or Gop, 
| is {aid to be a doubt among none but Heretics. 
As the fact is not denied by you, it is curious to 
ſee how you ſurmount the difficulty which ariſes 
from it. This you attempt to effect, by making 

e fag | 4 
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| 7 ws; + HzcREGULA .. 5, . ; nullas babet Dueftiones APUD 
j | os, nift guat here/es inferunt et que Hereticos faciunt. 
| Tert. de Præſeript. Cap. XIII. 
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a diſtinltian. Tertullian, it ſeems, muſt be di- 
vided into two perſons. And what then? Why, 
in one perſon he repreſents the Church: in the 
other he is nothing more than Tertullian himſelf. 
In the former, he delivered the opinion of others; 
in the latter, his own. The former declared 
what was a general rule ; the latter, only a pri- 
vate one. 


This, if Leomprebend your meaning' (for I 
begin to ſuſpect whether in your mouth two and 
two make four), is the true ſtate of the caſe be- 
tween the nominal and the real Tertullian; be- 
tween him- who modeſtly ſpoke in the name of 
the Church, and him who had the afſurance to 
ſpeak in his own. 

But you, Dr. Prieſtley, who aſſert with ſuch 
undaunted confidence, ſhould ar leaſt have the 
ſemblance of evidence. Now I call on you to 
produce. me one proof, on which to found the 
diſtinction which you have preſumed to make. 
By what mark do you diſtinguiſh the regula dei 
that is general, from the regula fidei which is 
particular? Doth Tertullian himſelf (and it is he 
that you appeal to) give any hint of a difference? 
Doth he appear to be even conſcious of any? 
No: fo far from it, that he declares that the rule 
of faith, in which the Divinity of Chriſt was ad- 
mitted, was unqueſtionable, and had been the 
uninterrupted opinion of the Church from the 

D © beginning. 
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beginting.* What right, therefore, had you to 
aſſert, that the one was taught to the Catechumens, 
and the. other the private and unauthorized ſpe- 
culation of an individual? Produce: your autho= 
rity for this aſſertion. Tranſlate the Creed you 
dwell on (as all the Socinians have done from 
time to time) with ſo much exultation, not in a 
detached light, but in connection with the Pre- 
ceding part of the diſcourſe from whence, it is 
extracted. Produce it, I ſay, in its proper con- 
neftion, and then let your readers judge how far 
you can quote Tertullian as an authority. 

Your, argument, to be juſt, muſt be perſect 
in all its parts; and an eſſential defect muſt de- 
ſtroy its whole credit. If the Creed you have 
produced be a complete epitome of Chriſtian 
faith, ſo that it needed no addition, no explana- 
tion I aſk, how it can be accounted for, that the 
article reſpecting the Holy Ghoſt (to ſay nothing 
of other mutilations of the Apoſtle's Creed) ſhould 
have been omitted? Can it be ſuppoſed that the 
Holy Ghoſt (in whatever light conſidered), that 
was admitted into the form of baptiſm preſcribed 
by our bleſſed. Lord, and into the benedictions 
and ſalutations of the Apoſtles, ſhould have been 

| ws 11 

„See the /ame doctrine aſſerted on the /ame Catholic 
grounds by Irenzus before Tertullin ; and by Origen after 
him. Tren. Adv. Har, lib, III. c. 4. lib. I. c. 2. Origen. 
Tf apxwy in Proëm. | 
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omitted in a regula dei that was univerſally pre- 
ſcribed to Catechumens in the age of Tertullian 
—an age, in which you yourſelf allow that the 
doctrine now called Orthodox made a very con- 
ſpicuous figure? You will, perhaps, tell me, that 
the Creed was ſhortened, Then it was not com- 
pleat. And if it was incomplete in one reſpect, 
why might it not be ſo in another? And how ſhall 
the deficiency be ſupplied, but by recurring to 
what is more full? How ſhall what is equivocal 
be explained, but by having recourſe to what is 
more explicit? This is a rule invariably obſerved 
in all caſes of doubt and ambiguity; and a writer 
who would avail himſelf of the teſtimony of 
Tertullian, would rather appeal to what is parti- 
cular and deciſive, than to what is indeciſive and 
general ; unleſs he had ſome partial and ſuſ- 
picious end to anſwer, 

Writers confeſſedly orthodox, and writing too 
in times when the Church was, according to your 
own account, become ſettled in orthodoxy, yet 
frequently quote a part for the whole; or make a 
light and general reference to doctrines which 
had been reduced to a particular ſtandard, and 
been defined by the moſt explicit terms. A re- 
markable inſtance of this we meet with in the 
Catecheſes Myſtagogicæ of Cyril of Jeruſalem, who 
flouriſhed above 160 years after Tertullian, and 
a very conſiderable time after the eſtabliſhment of 

121 the 
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the Nicene Creed; and yet propoſes the followi 
general article, as a ſymbol of faith for the Ca- 
techumens of that period.* I believe in the 
Father, and in the Son, and in the Holy Ghoſt, 
and in the baptiſm of repentance,” Now might 
you not with” equal propriety have quoted this 
Creed as well as that of Tertullian, to prove that 
the Unitarians, in the age of Cyril, “ were not ex- 
cluded from the name and the aſſembly, of Chriſ- 
tians,” becauſe it contained no article but what 
the {tricteſt Unitarian, even an Ebionite of the 
elder braach of the family, might have ſubſcribed ? 
And what reply could have been made to this 
aſſertion—except ſuch as the Reviewer.made uſe 
of, to ſhew the inconcluſiveneſs of your appeal to 
the Creed of Tertullian? - The leſs muſt have 
been examined by the greater; and the want of 
a preciſe and definite meaning in the one, muſt 
have been ſupplied by the clearer and fuller evi 
dence of the other. 
I repeat my aſſertion. Cyril is as good a 

voucher for the catboliciſm of your doctrine in the 
middle of the fourth century, as Tertullian at 
the concluſion of the ſecond; and if your hypo- 


\ _ theſis is confirmed by the Creed of the latter it is 


ſtill more eſtabliſhed by the Creed of the former. 

1 have thrown out a new hint for your im- 
provement ; and I expect you will make a due 
acknowledgment 
* Catech, Myſtag. I. v. 6. 
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acknowledgment of the obligation, according to 
the uſe you make of it and the advantage you 


gain by it. 

I therefore quit the good Biſhop of Jeruſalem, 
and leave him with you to be managed, as your 
cauſe may require, or your ſkill may direct. But 
the Fierce African diſdains to be either at your 
diſpoſal or mine. 

Let us then return to the Creed you have 
quoted, and fairly examine it on the footing of 
your own hypotheſis ; and, to be as fair as poſ- 
ſible, I will admit your own tranſlation of it. 
c The rule of faith is only one, admitting of no 
* change or emendation, requiring us to believe 
e in one God Almighty, the Maker of the world: 
ce and in his Son Jeſus Chriſt, born of the Virgin 
« Mary, crucified under Pontius Pilate, raiſed 
* from the dead on the third day, received up 
te into Heaven, now ſitting at the right hand of 
te the Father, and who will come again to judge 
ce the living and the dead, even by the Reſurrec- 
ce tion of the fleſh. This law of faith remaining, 
other things, being matters of diſcipline and 
* conduct, admit of new corrections, the grace 
of God co-operating.” 

It will be neceſſary to ſettle a few preliminary 
points: before the principal queſtion is brought to 
an iſſue, 


Will 
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Will you really admit, that this Creed con- 
tains the-pure faith of the primitive Church ? Is 


every article enumerated in it, perfectly conſiſtent 


with the genuine and apoſtolic ſtandard? Is any part 
of it ſoperfluous or uneſſential? Might any part 
of it have been admitted or rejected at the plea- 
ſure of an individual? And in caſe of an open 


diſavowal of any particular article, would an 


individual have yet maintained his place in the 
Church, and been ranked among the Catholic 
members? Now if there be any article in it that 
may be claſſed among thoſe indifferent things that 
a man might have avowed or denied, accord- 
ing to his own particular fancy, how came it 
to be admitted into ſo ſhort a ſymbol ? When may 


it be cenjectured that it gained admittance; and 


what was the reaſon ani ground of its being in- 
ſerted among primary articles, ſuppoſing it to be 
either falſe or frivolous ? 


J aſk you, Sir, thoſe plain, and I think ne- 


ceſſary queſtions only, as introductory to one 
more and that one goes directly to the funda- 
mental principle of your hypotheſis. Doth not 
this very Creed exclude, by an expreſs declaration 


of the miraculous conception, the general body 


of the Fbtionites from Catholic communion ?— 


You yourſelf will allow, that in the time of 
Tertullian, the F bionites univerſally rejected this 
article; and their rejection of it forms the leading 

accuſation 
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accufarion againſt their principles, i in the writings 
of that Father, as well as in thoſe of Irenzus, 
bo then were thoſe * primitive Unitarians, that 
were hot conſidered as Heretics?“ h were the 
perſons whom it is ee eyident /o you that Tertullian 
did not conſider as excluded from the name and 
the afſemblies of Chriſtians?” A more orthodox 
Socinian than Dr. Prieſtley would take refuge in 
the Synagogue of the Nazarenes ; but you, Sir, 
have effeQually excluded yourſelf from any ſhelter 
or protection in that quarter, by breaking down the 
wall of ſeparation that divided it from the Con- 
ventiele of Ebion. It hath been, (ſay you in 
your ſecond letter to Dr. Horſley) imagined by 
forme, there was a difference between the doctrine 
of the Ebjonices and that of the Nazarenes con- 
cerning the perſon of Chriſt; the former diſbe- 
lieving the miraculous conception, and the latter 
maintaining it: Wuatteas, I have ſaid, that 
I can find no ſufficreat authority for that dif- 

I will then admit the truth and authority of 
the Creed: you-have produced: and without going 
into any compariſon of it with one more full and 
explicit, I will leave it to %% to overthrow the 
ebief torner-ſtone of your Hiftory of the Corruptions, 

There ate ſome paſſages in Tertullian that you 
dught to have well conſidered, before you had 
written the following note in your third letter to 
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Dr. Horſley. . [Page 27, marg.] © Tertullian, in 
his Treatiſe de Præſcriptione Hereticorum, makes 
but flight mention of the Hereſy of the Ebionites; 
and when he gives it that appellation, he makes 
it to conſiſt in © the obſervance and defence of 
circumciſion and the law :” and yet he repreſents 
Hebion as comprized under the deſcription of 
Antichriſt by St. John,” 

What do you mean by a © ſlight mention?” 
You ſaid the ſame of Irenzus's account of them. 
But the ſlight © mention was proved by the Reviewer 
to be a very ſevere one; nor is that of Tertullian's 
leſs, expreſſive of the abhorrence in which he held 
them and their tenets. 

You have not produced the paſſage you beser 
to in the Treatiſe de Preſcriptione. I will, how- 
ever, ſupply the defect by producing it myſelf. 5 
At in Epiſtola_ eos maximè Antichriſtos vocat, 
qui Chriſtum negarent in Carne veniſſe, et qui 
non putarent Jeſum eſſe Filium Dei: Illud Mar- 
cion; hoc Hebion vindicavit.“ i. e. © In this 
Epiſtle St. John chiefly calls thoſe, Antichriſts, who 
denied that Chrift was come in the fleſh; and thoſe 
alſo who did not believe him to be the Son of 
God. Te former was the error of Marcion; the 
latter ol HRO.“ Could any accuſation have 
been more ſevere? Could any title be more 
odious, than that of Antichriſt? Could any He- 

eh 
4 Tertul, Præſeript. e. XXXIII. 


N 


reſy be deemed more atrocious, than that which 
denied Chriſt to be the Son of God? And did it 
not neceſſarily exclude them from a Church, 
whoſe moſt general and ſimple Creed made this 
doctrine an eſſential article? 

A perſon unacquainted with the writings of 
Tertullian, would naturally have inferred from 
your note, that the only offence which he took at 
Hebion was his ob/ervance of the Jewiſh Law; 
that his Hereſy received its ſole diſtinction from 
this circumſtance, and that, putting aſide this, 
his other opinions were very tolerable, becauſe 
very ſlight, and eaſily ro be accommodated to the 
general Creed of the Catholic Church. 1 will 
aſſure you, that I ſhould have drawn this conclu- 
ſion from the repreſentation you have given, if 
I had not known ſomething of Tertullian—and 
ſomething too of Dr. Prieſtley. | 

Tertullian's account of Hebion is not con- 
fined to this paſſage. He brings the ſame charge 
againſt their principles in other parts of his 
writings; particularly in his Book De Carne 
Chriſti, cap. XIV. XVIII. 

I am not enquiring into the force and pro- 
priety of the arguments made uſe of by Irenæus 
and Tertullian. Their /ogic is not the point in 
diſpute, It is their teſtimony that I appeal to; 
and if ever evidence was full, clear, and dæci- 


ſive againſt any writer in a matter of fact, that 
E 2 falls 
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falls within the compaſs of hiſtory, it is full, 
elear, and decifive againſt you in the inftance 
which you have referred to in Tertullian; and 1 
am ſometimes ſurprized, that common diſcretion 
has not taught you to be more guarded in aſſer- 
tions ſo open to confutation.— But ſophiſtry is 


doomed to be entangled in its own ſnares; and 


(to refer to the motto prefixed to your laſt pub- 
tication) be only that walketh  wprightly, walleth 
fh. 
The paſſage you referred to in 23 hath 
turned out ſo unfortunately for the purpoſe it was 
deſigned to anſwer, that I am not at all ſurpriſed 
that you ſhould have thrown it into the ſhade, 
You know, there is a time to ſpeak and a time 
to keep ſilence; but the difficulty lies in know- 
ing when,—However, it will be but doing a piece 
of common juſtice to the Reviewer to obſerve— 
that out of the variety of remarks which he made 
on your Reply and your friend's Vindication, you 
almoſt wholly confined your rejeinder to a tranſla- 
tion (as you called it!) of this conteſted paſſage, 
and a few critical obſervations on the meaning of 


guid. The Reviewer rejoined to your criticiſms 


in his turn, Here the matter reſted; and as you 


- paſs it over ſo ſlightly in your laſt pamphlet, 1 
am inclined to think that you would readily con- 


ſent never more to diſturb the aſhes of what, if 
it riſes, mult riſe in judgment againſt you, 
But 
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But though the paſſage proved in the event 
very inauſpicious to your argument, and your 
obſervations on it did nat enereaſe the credit of 
your learning, yet it ſeryed to diſplay the curious 
felicity of your wit: —and here you taok your 
readers both friends and foes—by furprize. 
The very eſſence of wit conſiſts in an unex- 
pected aſſociation of diſſimilar. ideas. Could a 
better illuſtration be given of it than you have 
afforded ? © This, the Reviewer ſays, after Biſhop 
Bull, is Tux CLEAREST T'25T1MONY fer @ difference 
between the Ebionites aud the Nazarenes. TIS᷑I- 
MONIUM APERTISSIMUM,—lc is indeed apertiſimum: 
a teftimoany—exceedingly open to refutation!” 
Io carry on your joke, How exceedingly open 
mult the path of wit and humour be, where a pun 
ſo flippantly walks in to pluck wiſdom by the 
beard | and. 
1 Crepidas Graiorum ludere geftit 
On a review of the diſpute between you and 
your Critic, I ſee nothing of the leaſt conſequence 
that he is called on by honour or truth to retra& 
or palliate. You have not rendered a Defence 
neceſſary. You have nat even obliged him ta 
ſcek the cover of apology. His accuſations are 
befare the public; ſo is your Vindication : 
and were I the Reviewer, I ſhould be fineerely 
deſirous that all who have read the former might 
read the latter alſo. He need not ſhrink from 
the 
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the moſt rigid ſcrutiny; but with * much tran- 
quility (to uſe your own' words)—a tranquility , 
more approaching to a pleaſing alacrity than to any 
uneaſy apprebenſion, he might * wait the iſſue of 
the Controverſy,” if the learned and impartial were 
to be his Judges. 4 

By your own honeſt confeſſion. ce the majority 
of the learned are againſt you.” Now, as the | 
ſubject in diſpute between you and the Reviewer 
is of a learned nature, one might imagine that 
numbers would carry ſome weight in the ſcale, 
and that a man of modeſty would in fome mea- 
{ure repreſs his confidence, and abate ſomething 
of the deciſion of an oracle, when he finds the 
mare (each of whom, perhaps, as good a judge 
as himſelf) of the contrary opinion. 

Remember, Sir, that you are not, at leaſt at 
preſent, ranging in the trackleſs wilderneſs of 
metaphyſical ſpeculation; you are not now pur- 
ſuing the meteor of fancy in * 7he high priori road.” 
No. You and your Critic are both got on plain 
ground, marked out by direct paths, and circum- 
ſcribed by diſtinct boundaries, Here, Sir, ima- 
gination is an intruder, and he who, inſtead of 
collecting plain facts, amuſes himſelf with arbi- 
trary inferences, may poſſibly delude the ignorant, 
but he can never ſatisfy the judicious, 

A man of a ſhrewd and fertile fancy, ſmitten . 


with the love of paradox, may draw up canons of 
hiſtorical 
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biftorical criticiſm which may well enough agree 
with the particular branches of a darling hypo- 
theſis; and canons equally ſpecious and plauſible 
may be ſo framed, as to ſuit an hypotheſis in 
every view oppoſite to it. But there is one canon 
which an Biſtorian ſnould never loſe ſight of. It 
ſhould be the great, directing principle of all his 
enquiĩries into hiſtory; and that is, the canon 
which ariſes out of the concurrent records of the 
times, perſons, and fatts,, that are the immediate 
ſubjeQs of examination; and not out of random, 
unmeaning, .equivocal—or, as you call them, © 1y- 
cidental circumftances,” At leaſt, he ſhould be 
careful not to have the uniyerſal current of clear, 
explicit and poſitive evidence run ſull againſt him. 
If it ſhould, though his confidence may brayade 
it, yet all his ſophiſtry cannot turn the ſtream. 
However you may have already proceeded, 
and whatever you may already have at-hicved, 
we are, it ſeems, to give you credit for — — 
ances ſtill more wonderful to be accompliſhed 
hereafter. For you have not yet put forth all 
your ſtrength. You have a corps de reſerve and 
te yew evidence” to bring forward from the ſtore- 
houſe of -antiquity to the terror of orthodoxy, 
This new evidence is to be produced in a work 
you are preparing for the preſs, under the title of 
« A View of the Doctrine of the firſs Ages of the 
Chriſtian Church concerning the Perſon of Chriſt.” 
| | As 
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As this work will, I preſume, contain ** 70 
MaziMum of your Improvements,” I ſhall wait fot 
it under the full expectation W all 8 
forces brought into the field. ws * 

There is indeed, Sir, a great deal yet for os 
to accompliſh, before you are entitled even to 
the inferior honours of an Ovation. The higher 


triumph is at a greater diſtance ſtill: though al- 


ready the ſtately victim is leading forth, and even 
now the garland decks his brows in the imagina- 
on of perſons who yet, very incon- 
ſiſtently with ſuch expectations, are proud of be- 
ing diſtinguiſhed as men of little fuitb; and who 
would rather be known by their Wet. than by 
their believing all things. 

But to return to the © Maxmnun” of you 
enquiries and improvements !—When this great 
work is publiſhed I hope we ſhall ſec in it me 
fatisfatory anſwer to the Queries propoſed to you 
in the Review, relating to the miraculous Concep- 
tion; a ſubject you have hitherto been more than 
ordinarily ſerupulous of deciding on, though 


| ſtrongly and repeatedly urged to be explicit. 1 


will preſs it on you once more, and leave you 
without excuſe if you perſevere in this ſuſpicious 
filence. A man who is ſo fond on all occaſions 
of appealing to his ſincerity, ſhould have nothing 
to diſguiſe; and he who hath ſo long and fo 
loudly called on others for open and unequivocal 

ID | | declarationy 
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declargtion, ſhould himſelf be ſuperior to dark 
and ambiguous; hints which only tremble on the 
edge of a meaning, but may be withdrawn when 
occaſion requires it. 

Your neu evidence” ſeems to inſpire you 
with pew confidence; but if we may judge of 
the future by the paſt, the triumph you anticipate 
is premature, and your laurels will wither before 
they are worn, 

Hitherto your evidence (as you preſume to call 
the original and ruling principle of your hiſtory) 
is too old to excite admiration, and too common 
to engage reſpect. At beſt it hath been only a 
ſecondary light: and if you did not (as Dr. 
Horſley conjectured with more credit to your 
reading than you deſeryed) borrow it from Da- 
niel Zwicker, you caught it from one that ole 
it from him. | © 

Who could this ſecond-hand luminary be?— 
e Gueſs —lay you to Dr. Horſley and the Re- 
viewer — gueſs again. It was right in you to 
put your antagoniſts on the ſearch; for it was 
not your buſineſs to make the diſcovery. 

Shall 7 tell? The name indeed is Legion; 
for they are many. But | will paſs over ſeveral of 
them; ſuch as Chriſtopher: Sandius and Fobn Le 
Clerc, and come nearer home; becauſe 1 know 
you are more at your eaſe with your own country- 
men than you are among ſtrangers. . 


N F There 
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There was a Tra& publiſhed againſt the 
learned and venerable Biſhop Bull (I am not 
aſhamed to give him the ſame epithets that the 
wiſe and learned of every Communion have ap- 
plied to this great man, though he may appear 
little in your eye) entitled The Judgment of the 


Fathers concerning. «the Doctrine of the Trinity: 


and another came / out: about ih ſame time, and 


under the ſame patronage with#his title, The true 


and antient Faith, concerning whe Divinity of our 
Lord aſſerted. 1 | 
\Zw1CKER was the ſun around whoſe orb theſe 
planets moved; and you and your friends, have 
only followed their courſe as the ſatellites of the 
ſyſtem 

Iwill inform you of the circumſtance which 
led me to this diſcovery.—When I peruſed your 
Hiſtory of the Corruptions, amidft a variety of 
groundleſs and unauthorized aſſertions I was par- 
ticularly ſtruck with one that I was unable to ac- 
count for on any ſuppoſition that was either fa- 
vourable to your integrity or your caution, I 


have not your hiſtory at hand, and therefore do 


not pretend to quote the exact words. The ſenſe, 
however, was this, viz. That Valeſius, the 
«earned editor of Euſebius, had declared it to 
* be his opinion, that the orthodox had ſuppreſſed 
the writings of Hegeſippus, or ſuffered them 


to periſh through negle&, becauſe they were 


1 ce judged 
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& judged to favour the Unitarian cauſe.” 1 had a 
preſentiment that this aſſertion was not true; but 
to be thoroughly ſatisfied I turned to Valeſius 
and carefully examined every paſſage where the 
name of Hegeſippus occurs. The enquiry con- 
firmed my conjecture; and I now take the liberty 
of aſſerting in my turn, that the paſſage you refer 
to, exiſts no where in the notes of Valeſius; at 
leaſt there is none that either ſays in direct terms, 
or even allowed you to infer by any fair conſe- 
quence, that the writings of Hegeſippus were 
Suppoſed to favour the Unitarian caiſe. If ſuch 
a paſlage doth really exiſt, produce it; and ſhame 
the man who hath ventured to give you this open 
challenge. | [837301 | 
It was this aſſertion of your's reſpecting Va- 
leſius, which led me at laſt to diſcover your Ve- 
rical reſources among the Socinian tracts of the laſt 
century. The very [ſame thing is aſſerted and 
almoſt (if I miſtake not) in the ſame words, in 
The judgment of ibe Fathers: and zepeated with 
ſome enlargement in The true and antient Faith. 
Now this is one of thoſe truly original and Angular 
thoughts that could only have occurred to ce 
perſon, and muſt have been communicated before 
it could have been conceived by another. It hath 
no ground in fact; and in the immenſe and track- 
leſs region of fancy and fiction, it is ſeldom that 
two perſons meet by chance, | 
Fa | One 


> FX om + 
One diſcovery led to another, and I found at 


laſt that the Reviewer had only been ERR 


with 
——GnosTs of defunft W | 

Your attempt to depreciate the abilities and 
learning of your Critic is at beſt a very ſuſpicious 
circumſtance, and will if it ſhould ſucceed ac- 
cording to your wiſhes, only encreaſe the diſho- 
nour of your own defeat. 

In the name of modeſty, Dr. Prieſtley, do 
not write, nor encourage your retamers to write, 
as if it was a matter ſettled by univerſal ſuffrage 
that all the good ſenſe in the world—all intel- 
lectual freedom—all truth, dignity, impartiality 
and liberality of ſentiment were confined to 
to you and them. Do not. encreaſe the ridi- 
cule of Job's irony by taking to yourſelves in 
earneſt what he ſpoke to his friends with a ſneer, 
& No doubt, but Je are the men, and wiſdom 
ſhall die with you.” No, Dr. Prieſtley! Wiſdom 
is not ſo ſhert-lived; nor doth. ſhe depend on ſuch 
ſcanty and precarious means for ſupport. _ 
But wiſe as you are your wiſdom hath not ſe- 
cured you againſt the moſt palpable inconſiſtency 
that folly herſelf could have been guilty. of. 

The learning which you affect to deſpiſe, and 
the abilities which you are fo forward and eager 
to degrade, afforded you, by your own confeſ- 


* Hudibras. 
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Goftz the principal motive which determined you 
to honour the original animadverſions in the Re- 
view, with a diſtin& and particular ReyLy, drawn 
out, as uſual, into szerionxs; charged with the 
common appendages of Pazract and InTRopuc- 
TION, and rounded with a ConcLvs10n. 

I will tranſcribe two paſſages from the Preface 
to that Reply: and by way of a countercharm, 
that the vanity of the Reviewer might not ſwell 
into wanton extravagance by the breath' of your 
applauſe, I will-produce a third from your _ 
ſcript to Dr. Horſley. 

% My Hiſtory of the Covridetois of Chriſtianity 
“e being in my opinion, as well as that of my 
« friends, of more value than moſt of my other 
s publications, this piece of juſtice was thought 

© to be due to it in preference to any of the reſt; 
© and the knowledge and ability of the preſent 
© Reviewer, makes him a much more formidable 
© and therefore a more reſpectable antagoniſt.” 
[RePLY to the Monthly Review, Pref. p. iv.] 

Again, p. vii. © I do not charge this writer 
© {the Reviewer] with a want of learning or abi- 
« tity. In theſe reſpetts he * be much my 
hs ſuperior. * 

The Reviewer being (I ſuppoſe) of a tubborr 
* was not to be bent into compliances by ſuch 
flattery as this. Compliments of this ſort become 
indifferent when they grow familiar, and a mar: 

who 
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who doth not find em a novelty ſeldom er 
chem a treaſure. RE. 

But as the 8 mas not to be bribed by 
your applauſe, you reſolved to take your re- 
venge on him by recalling it. 

*© The idea I formed of his learning and abi- 
« /igy is much leſſened fince the peruſal of his laſt 
« article; and his Reply to my learned and judi- 
«, cious friend.” LIE; Let to Dr. Horſley, 

p- 159. na "4 _ 
„Ino leave you amidſt your. her triumphs, 
ro enjoy alſo the triumph of Confiſtency. As 
your merit is Sqn: in all, the n ſhould be 
the ſame. | 

Much of your laſt und is too * 
to be gither entertaining or edifying to the public: | 
and Lill not hoe your ſteps by going into a 
bye. Pe. > DE * 
will hacia take leave of you wing you 
take leave of decorum and good manners; and 
in the true ſunereal ** Pay hy * tribute to 
yOu obſequies. 

The hint of your / Wis is. your _—y 4 hint 
though you ſpoke it in jeſt, yet (as à great 
writerf obſerves) © Death is one of (thoſe few 
ſubjedts that makes à wiſe man ſcriovs,” But 
ſome are born to mock what others have che de- 
n — and fear. e Vr 


+ Dr. Johnſon. 
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I ſhall leave it to your flatterers to ſing your 


al. and if your © learned and judicious 
&« friend” ſhould lead the band, I doubt not but 
the dirge will ſuit the occaſion. 


I am, &c. 
May 20, 1784. JUSTINOPHILUS. . 


P.S. How came Dr. Prieſtley to tranſlate 
ver Inoue o e © reverencing Jeſus?” Was there no 
deſign in this equivocal word, reverence? The 
*« woRSHIP” of Chriſt was originally intended by 
the term ow, and the reducing it to the level 
of ſimple reverence or ręſpet was a moſt flagrant 
perverſion of the original meaning, This ſingle 
example, well conſidered, might ſerve inſtead of a 


thouſand to ſhew the fidelity of the His roklAx of 
the CorRuPTIONs. 


Compare Remarks on the Monthly Review, addreſſed 
to Mr. Badcock, p. 16, with Juſtin in Dialoge cum Tryph. p. 
208, Edit. Thyrb. 
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